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Applying Student Number Controls to Alternative Providers with Designated Courses. Response form 

There is no obligation to use this form when responding, but doing so will make your responses easier to analyse. There is no obligation to answer all questions. We look further to receiving your feedback.

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.

The closing date for this consultation is 23 January 2013
Please return completed forms to:

Simon Batchelor,

Higher Education Directorate

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

2 St Pauls Place,

125 Norfolk Street,

Sheffield S1 2FJ

Telephone:
0114 207 5015

Email:
HE.consultation@bis.gsi.gov.uk 

Question 1

Name of organisation (or name of person if the response is a personal response and is not submitted on behalf of an organisation)?
What type of organisation is it? (e.g. Alternative Provider, HEI, FEC, Regulatory Body etc.)
	Regulatory Body - British Acupuncture Accreditation Board

Currently, fifteen acupuncture programmes in Britain are either fully accredited (at Honours degree level) by the British Acupuncture Accreditation Board (BAAB) for the purpose of British Acupuncture Council (BAcC) membership or are in the process of being accredited.  
The institutions offering these programmes comprise eight universities  and seven small, privately run colleges. Both these categories would be negatively affected by the proposals, because student recruitment would become more difficult.  The responses below are mainly on behalf of the small private providers, however, as they face a double whammy: not just an arbitrary cap on student numbers but also the considerable extra expense of undergoing a QAA educational oversight process that is not needed.




Question 2 

Do you have a preference for Method 1 (control based on eligible students) or Method 2 (control based on students accessing funding)? If so, why is this? 
 

	Both methods would seem to disadvantage university courses with small student cohorts and small independent providers outside the university sector, and to be especially damaging to new programmes which have not yet proved themselves. In marketplaces it is in these ‘start-up businesses’ that the creativity and the new thinking which are essential to any successful long-term profession or enterprise will often reside. Both Method 1and Method 2 imply a permanently rigged market place, year after year, in favour of educational institutions already in existence.  In the longer term that would be a recipe for complacency and atrophy throughout the HE sector. In relation to acupuncture education, specifically, both methods would seem to provide a cast iron disincentive for any potential new courses or new providers. 




Question 3 

What is your view on submission of data to HESA? Do you think designated courses at alternative providers should participate in the Key Information Set and therefore complete the National Student Survey and Destination of Leavers in Higher Education survey (if student numbers are large enough to permit this)?
	There are undoubtedly significant cost implications for small providers in having to provide such information on an annual basis and the BAAB would want to consider the views of its accredited institutions on this matter. 

However, the BAAB does already encourage all its accredited institutions to collect and make use of similar data in their own annual critical review and forward planning cycle. If it were not too burdensome, the BAAB would support the widespread use of the NSS and DLHE surveys.


Question 4 

Are there any other methods for controlling student numbers on designated courses at alternative providers that you would recommend instead of Method 1 or Method 2?  

	As part of the BAAB’s accreditation process all acupuncture programmes, including those offered by universities, are ‘capped’, ie given a strict limit on the number of students which they are accredited for. This number will depend on the resources and accommodation available and especially on the BAAB’s assessment of the provider’s ability to provide students with meaningful practical experience (with real patients) in the student clinic facilities.

Programmes accredited by BAAB are normally not allowed to exceed a maximum of 24 students per student cohort. Most providers, whether universities or independent colleges, operate with cohorts of 16 students or fewer. Occasionally a larger cohort or two intakes per academic year have been permitted, but only where an institution has proved over time that it has the resources to cope. None of the currently accredited institutions has more than 200 students and the majority have far fewer.

Such small numbers could in themselves also be used as a method – the method? – of  limiting and controlling demand for student loans. In the case of professional healthcare degrees offered in non-university settings, a regulator like BAAB is likely already to be capping student numbers at a low level. Why not leave control to these regulators, because the student numbers will never be huge? 


Question 5 

Do you agree that there should be an exemption from student number controls for alternative providers with small numbers of students accessing student support? If so, do you have suggestions as to how the Department should define ‘very small’? 

	Yes of course there should be such an exemption. If the government is serious about offering diversity and choice to consumers – and also about not bothering small businesses with unnecessary regulation and burdensome red tape – its Department for Business, Innovation and Skills should not be penalising the newcomer and the small private provider in this way. 

200 students would seem to be a suitable definition of ‘very small’ in this context.


Question 6 

Equality considerations: Do you think that the proposals for applying student number controls will have any equality implications (e.g. positive, negative, or neutral) for people with protected characteristics (as set out in the Equality Act 2010), or people from low income groups?
  What impacts might there be and do you have any evidence of possible impacts?

	It would seem logical to assume that anything that makes it more difficult for students to access education will have equality implications.  Student number controls will help to ensure that the people in all the minority groupings now defined as having ‘protected characteristic’ status will be even more excluded from HE than they are today, if only because the people in the majority and more comfortable end of the social stratum will obviously be forced to work extra hard to obtain their places and their student loans. This will increase the general unfairness in society as well as the measurable inequalities.

All the evidence of the past few decades shows that it is difficult to recruit people from low income groups into higher education. Those institutions, including a number of universities, which have been successful in widening participation have had to work extremely hard at it. Small independent colleges can sometimes provide the support and personal reassurance which many of these ‘hard-to-reach’ students need. Universities are sometimes perceived as too large, too impersonal or too far away from home. Student number controls will inevitably make the task of reaching these students more difficult for all providers..


Question 7 

Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	Please beware the law of unintended consequences.  A plan designed solely to save a comparatively small amount of money for the treasury could end up inadvertently damaging vibrant, high quality parts of the HE sector where, history suggests, innovation and creative approaches are most likely to be hatched and developed.  

If this proposal were to be implemented without the suggested exemption for small providers, a number of excellent  institutions will be financially badly affected and may be forced to close as a result, while a much larger number of potentially excellent courses may be lost to the sector because they will be unable to reach viability or to get off the ground in the first place. 

Also, in healthcare fields like acupuncture quality will be affected negatively. The quality assurance procedures currently being insisted upon by the BAAB at the behest of the leading professional body (the British Acupuncture Council), have always been considerably more demanding than those required by QAA in mainstream university provision. This is because the BAAB and BAcC are concerned with public safety and professional competence, not just with intellectual or academic attainment.  If small, private providers are now to be compelled – at great financial cost – to seek the QAA quality assurance kitemark as part of this exercise, they would quite possibly not be able to afford to continue with the BAAB’s higher level, acupuncture-specific regulation as well. This would soon lead to a lowering of professional standards and might eventually put patients at risk.


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below:

Please acknowledge this reply

+ FORMCHECKBOX 
x

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

X Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
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� Section 149(1) of the Equality Act 2010 imposes a duty on Ministers to have due regard to three specified equality matters when exercising their functions. These are: a) eliminating discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by the Act; b) advancing equality of opportunity  between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and people who do not share it; and c) fostering good relations between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and people who do not share it. The Equality Duty covers the following protected characteristics: age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief and sexual orientation. The duty to have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination also covers marriage and civil partnerships.





